
STATE OF CALIFORNIA -  ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

DEPARTMENT OF TOXIC SUBSTANCES CONTROL
REGION 2

,) HEINZ AVE,, SUITE 2OO

lnrrley. cA g4i1o-2731
- Septernbey 2,  1993

N00217.@2875
HUNTERS POINT
ssrc No.5090.3w

Mr. Ray Ramos
Western Division
Naval Facil i t ies Engineering Command
900 Commodore Way, Building 101
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94066-0720

Dear Mr.  Ramos:

HUNTERS POINT ANNEX DRAFT PARCEL A SI REPORT

. The Department of Toxic Substances Control (Departrnent) has
reviewed the above report and believes that a m.ior 'revision is
required. comrnents from off ice of science Advis6r of the
Departrnent and Regional water Quality Control Board are enclosed
for your consideration. As the enc-losed comnents indicate the
Department cannot accept the report in its present form. The
Department wilr review the revised parcel A sr report in i ts
entirety including the results from the recent f ield activit ies
part of addendurn 3 of Sf workplan.

_ Th" Department believes that goals, objectives, methodology,
and historical data are the rnissini componeits i tr the parcel A sr
report. The goals and purpose of ine anove report must be
dist inct and meticulous-and free of any arnbiguity. The Navy
?|"yla expricitry identify and discuss the pioce-dures,
l initat ions and -ubsequenl decisions leadin| to the conclusions
in the-report. Further, the objectives and the rnethodology must
be expla ined in  deta i l  to  be comprehensive.  Addi t ional ly ]  a l l
the pert inent historical data on Parcel A need to be inc6ipoi.t"a
l" t l9 report to provide a complete perspective. The Navy needs
to address why and for what puipose I r i* assessment stuly was
performed. Furthermore, the report rnust provide tables of
contaminant leveIs before and aiter each removal. The vol-ume of
so i l  removals  a lso needs to  be ident i f ied.

The rnterim Action Levers (rALs) seem to be different for
each site at Parcel A. The Navy needs to explain why the
statist icar approach has been used in the up-land porl ion of
Parcer A where there are no f i t l  material.  The l l lvy and the
agencies are working on the background levers. The Department
does not agree with the rAL varues provided in the sr report.
rnstead, the outcome of current undertaking by the part i ls to
establish background varues should be consideled. 
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- The groundwater grab sample at the UST site has identif ied
low levels of vocs. rt is thus deduced that, dt ieast, thegroundwater at lowland port ion of Parcel A is contarninated. Theextent  o f  contaminat ion is  not  known at  th is  t ime.- - i t .  Sr  repor tdggP not provide.any groundwater data. The Departm"r.t ai".grLe"
with the concrusions expressed by the Navy. And believes that
regardless of the source, the Navy needs Lo address the
contanination along with mit igati ig strategy.

The air quali ty at Parcel A is another missing component ofthe overalt investigation. The air sampling ait" ir"n 1987
indicate low levels of air contaminants at parcel A. However,
the sarnpring event in 1991 did not includ.e Lhe parcel A. Data
from 1987 have shown presence of vocs and socs at four sampring
Iocations. However, the report seems to underestimate the- irnpict
of air contaminants on lowland port ion of parcel A. There are nodata on the upland port ion of plrcel a. The Department believes
that there is an indication of contaminants r ig'r i i i ; f  onto parcel
1-. The Navy must address the impacts and rnit i iat i-n-at parcel A.The.report describes an air sampiing event in €.ne future for theentire base but i t  is not clear i f  iarcel A is inciuaea in that
event.

-- Adding to_the arnbiguity, the parcel A sr report discussesrrno substantial potenti i l  health r iskr throughout the report. I t
i f  inpl ied that areas of parcer A might pose a hearth r isk but
the risk is not substantial.  rhe Naiy needs to art iculate what
these words mean. A crear and unambiluous expranation is
required

. Th" Department believes that a base-wide risk assessrnent
must include Parcel A. Although, after excavation, parcel A rnay
not pose an unacceptable r isk i t  tnis t irne, a curnuiative r isk
assessment may prove otherwise.

The Navy needs to discuss the upland and lowland port ions of
Parcel A separately, i f  the approach and risk management
decis ions are to  be addressea-  a i t rerent ly .  This  d lscuss ion
should be incorporated early on in the tLxt.

fn summary the Navy needs to:

L. De'scribe in detai l  the purpose and objectives of the
investigation.

2. Explain in detai l  the rnethodology employed

Provide a l l  the h is tor ica l  data leading to
status.

Explain why the SI report contains a r isk

3 .

at  Parcel  A.

the current

assessment .4 .
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SPECTFIC

Provide tables on soil
after each removal.

Provide a chronology of

Address the air quali ty
rnit igate.

Address the groundviater
wi l l  manage.

Explain why only few pA
investigated.

contamination Ievels before and

events

at Parcel A and measures to

quali ty at parcel A and how it

and an UST sites were

5 .

6 .

7 .

8 .

9 .

1 .

2 .

3 .

COI{I,IENTS

lSqe ES-1, paragraph Lt the SI is a precursor to the
Rr/Fs. By itself is not a component-. However, the
information courd be used in t ire Rr/Fs. please explai_n
the process of erirnination when prel irninary assessment
was performed to include the sites for invlst igation.

Page 2,  S 1.1,  the purpose of  the s tudy and the content
are not consistent. The Navy needs to explain in
detai l  the purpose and the objectives ot Lnis refort.

pagg  9 ,  s  2 -2 -3 '  t he re  i s  no  i n fo rma t ion  on  the  rower
aquifer. This section does not ernpir i .cal ly show the
groundwater quali ty at parcer A rowlands. There is no
deep boring showing the geologicar units. rn addit ion,
no. accurate groundwater f lor.r at parcel A has
established yet. please explain what measures are
going to be taken to deterrnine the groundwater flow at
both aqui fers .

P.gg LL;  paragraph 3,  i t  is  mis leading to  use the pA-43
boring information for lowlands at paicel A. Flease
provide a reference to the boring.

Page B, please explain Why no air samples were
co.l lected at parcer A. what is rneant by 1ow levels?

Page LL,  paragraph 3,  What  is  f iHr ,A-1992n"

P a g e  3 4 ,  s  4 - 2 - 3 . 1 ,  i t  i s  n o t  c r e a r  i f  t h e s e  v a l u e s  a r e
after removal or before. rt is important to provide
these values in tables with before and after removal
va lues .

4 .

5 .

6 .



B '  P a g e  3 6 ,  s  4 - 2 . 4 . L ,  p r e a s e  e x p r a i n  w h y  t o t a l  o i r  a n d
lfrease are naturar at HpA. where did you get this
information?

9.  Page 50,  top paragraph,  p lease expra in i f  these varues
are after or before the excavation. what istfbackgroundr? Are you saying rAL? please clarify.

10-  Page 55,  paragraph 1,  there is  a  c lear  ind icat ion of
groundwater contamination at lowland portion of parcel
A. . rhg Department believes that the groundwater
contamination rnust be addressed in th6 report. The
Navy.must explained why no investigation ias ever
considered. Further, what steps aie going to be taken
to assess the inpact of groundwater oi paicer A? Table
D-7 ind icates arsenic  mein of  4 .86.  How did you arr ive
at mean of 9 ppn?

1-1.  A1l  chern ica l  va lues must  be inc luded in  tabre L2.

_ _shourd you have any guestions regarding this letter and
would l ike to  seek c lar i r icat ion,  p le ise ca l l  me at
( 5 1 0 )  5 4 0 - 3 8 2 L .

Mr. Ray Ramos
September Z, L993
Page Four

Enclosure

cc:  See next  page

Sincere ly ,

/ ../

h*4"hA
A'/"habahari'  ProJect Manager

Base Closure Branch



o

Mr. Ray Ramos
Septembet  2,  1993
Page Five

cc: US EPA
Region IX lMai I  Code H-9-2
Attn: Roberta Blank
75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco,  Cal i forn ia 94105

Regional Water euali ty Control Board
Attn: Barbara Snith
2LOL Webster Street, Suite 500
Oakland,  Cal i forn ia 946L2

DTSC/OSA
Attn:  J im pol is in i
8950 CaI  Center  Dr ive
Bu i l d ing  3 ,  Su i te  101
Sacramento,  Cal i forn ia gSgZ6

DTSC
Attn: Theresa McGarry
8950 Cal  Center  Dr ive
Bui ld ing 3,  Sui te  l -Ol ,
Sacramento,  Cal i forn ia 95g26

City and County of San Francisco
Department of public Health
Attn: Arny Brownell
l_01 Grove Street, Room 207
San  F ranc i sco ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  g4LO2



State of California

M e m o r a n d u m
Department of Toxic Substances Control

August .  3  0,  1"993ot" Cyrus Shabahar i ,  pro ject  Manager
S i te  M i t i ga t i on  B ranch ,  Req io i  Z
700  He inz ,  Second  F loo r ,  e i i t d ing  F
Berke ley ,  CA 94704

D a t e :

From
O t t i c e  o f  S c i e n t . i f i c  A f f a i r s
4 0 0  p  S t . r e e t ,  4 t h  F l o o r
p . O .  B o x  8 0 5
S a c r a m e n t o ,  C A  9 5 9 1 2 _ 0 g 0 d

Subiect:'  
Dra f t  parce l  A  s i te  rnspec t ion  Repor t ,  Hunters  po in t  Annex

we have reviewed the document t i tred Draft parcer_ A siternspection Report, dated .Tuly 30, r9g3, ana prepared by pRC
Envi ronmenta l  Management ,  fnc.  and Hard ing Lawson AssociaLes,received j_n our  of  f  ices August  2 ,  Igg3 .

Backqround

_ Th9 Depar tment  of  Toxic  Substances Contro l  (DTSC) Humanand_ Ecologica l  Risk Sect ion (HERS) has commented on humanheal th  and ecologica l  r isk  assessments in  det .a i l_  over  the past2 years.  The documents most  recent ly  rev i_ewed were- l r r .A l t e rna t i ve  se lec t i on  Repor t s  f o r  rn le r im  ope rab le  un i t s  2 ,3and 4 in  Februdry,  March and Apr i l  o f  
- igg l  

. '

General Comments

The r isk.  assessment  por t ions of  th is  aoc, ]merr t  areunacceptable in  the present  form.  The Depar tment  of  Toxicsubstances contror  (brsc) ,  Human and Ecol lg icar  n isk sect ion(HERS_) has.  repearedly  not i - f  ied th ;  Na; t ,  ana contractors ro.he Navy, in writ . ten comment that HERS considers ani -ncrementa l  r isk  of  1o-G as t .he de min imus Ievel  which maycause r isk  managemenL opt ions to  be evaluated to  reduce r isk .The Nat ional  o i I  and Hazardous waste .o . r t ingency p ian t+o cFR3 0 0 ' 4 3 0 ) ,  w h i c h  i s  a n  A R A R  f o r  s u p e r f u n d  s i I e s , ' s t a t e s( S e c t i o n  3 0 0 . 4 3 0  ( " )  ( 2 )  ( i )  ( A )  ( 2 )  )  ;

r rFor  known or  suspected carc inogens,  accept .ab le exposurelevels  are genera l ly  concentrat ion l_evels-  that .  represenr
an excess upper  bound l i fe- t ime cancer  r isk  to  an
ind i v idua l  o f  be tween  10 -4  and  10 -5  us ing  i n to rma t ion  onthe  re la t i onFh ip  be tween  dose  and  response .  The  10 -Gr isk level  shal l  be used as the point .  o f  depar t .ure fordetermin ing remediat ion goals  fo- r  a l ternat ives when ARARsare not  avai labr-e or  are not  suf f ic ient ly  protect ive
because of_ the presence of  murt ip le  contaminants at  as i t .e  or  mul- t . ip1e pathways of  explsure.  , ,

a.}
l i
! 7
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Addi t ional ly ,  Risk Assessment  Guidance for  super fund s i tes(RAGS) par t  
t  c rear ly  s tates that  heal th-bare-d pre l iminary

Remediat ion Goals  (pRcs)  should ue aei ivea for  a  r isk  level  o f10- t ,  to  be consis tent  wi th  the NCp.- - i r r .  current  draf t .  o f  ther isk assessment  por t ion of  the parcel  A s i te  invest igat ionu t i l i zes  an  i nc remen ta r  cance r  r i sk  o f  10 -4  i " -p i " " "  
" r  

1o -d .Hea l th -based  Leve ls  (HBLs ) ,  as  de f i neJ  and  used  i n  th i sdocument ,  must  be ca lcu lated based on an incrementa l  cancerr i s k  o f  l _ 0 - 6 .

This  rev iew -by the Depar tment  of  Toxic  substances Contro l(DTSC)  ,  Human  3nd .Eco log i c i t  n i s f  sec t i _on  (HERSI -concen t ra ted
upon the heal th  r isk  and envi ronmenta l  r isk  p"r l i " "s  of  thesubmi- t . t .a l ,  as. requested,  and i t .  is  assumed that  carefu l  rev iewof  the analy t ica l  resul t ,s  by other  o i ic  technicar-  s taf fsuppor t  t .he recommendat ions conta ined in  th is  re i t " r .  rnpar t icu lar ,  the comments by HERS are predicated-"po '  t r r .assumpt , ion that  the nature and extent  o f  so i r  conlaminat ion
associated wi - th  parcel  A so i ls  has been adequatery-
characte r ized.

Specif ic Comments

HERS bel ieves i t  reasonable that  so i r  ingest ion anddermal  contact  are the major  exposure pathrryJ for -so i lcon tamina t i on  a t  HpA pa rce f  a  ( - sec t i on  5 .1 ,  i " g "  56 )  .

The  ta rge t .  r i sk  l eve l s  (Sec t i on  5 .1 ,  pager  57 )  f o rca lcu lat j -on of  Heal th  Based Levels  ( f fe ls)  must  be 10-6 forthese HBLs to be acceptable to  HERS.

The term de min imus is  inco*ect ly  appl ied to  a r iskl -eve l  o f  2x1o -5  fo r  s i t e  pA-19  i n  the  p r r r " r "  , ,The  r i skassoc ia ted  w i th  adu r t  exposu re  to  a rsen ic  a t  pe - ig - , - zE_O5. . .
is  seemingly  background- ie la ted;  th is  i i r t  r -ever  is  arsocons ide red  t . he  de  m in imus  l eve r  a t  t h i ;  s i t e . , ,  (Sec t i on  5 .2 ,
l :g : -? : ,  

.^ . , fn"  incremenrat  r isk  tevel  may be due enr i re ly  roq!D=rr ru,  rJLrL whet .her  that  r isk  l_eve1 wi t l  be ad.dressed b i ,remediat ion ef for ts  is  a  r isk  management  dec is ion.

Burrowing mammals can be exposed t.o hlgh vapor
concentrat ions of  vo lat i le  organic  compounds in  the i r  burrows.
: : ' , .3 :  l -1 :+:s  " f  

s i re  pA-s1 so exrens i i re  (secr ion 5.6,  pase62)  to  exc lude burrowing mammals?

character ize any contaminat ion observed in  the srormdra ins  (PA-50 ,  Sec t i on  6 .2 ,  page  64 )  .  A re  me ta l_s  a  po ten t i a lcont .aminant  of  concern at .  pa-so? r f  so,  ovA would not  detectthe i r  presence.  The sediments immediate ly  of fshore of  HpAconta in e levated levels  of  metars and the s torm dra ins and
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industr iar  dra ins would seem the most  l ikery t ranspor tcondui t . .  r f  the s torm dra ins were crear  of  sediment ,  s tatet 'hat condit ion. rf the exposure pathway from st.orm drainssediment  to  Parcel  A inhabi tants  i ras not  considered complet .e ,s t .a te t .hat .  premise.

Remove . the  des igna t i on  o f  a  "de  m in imus '  r i sk  fo r  s i t ePA-19  (Sec t i on  
.6 .6 ,_  page  67 )  .  The  s ta temen t  t ha t  t . he  r i skleve1 is  associat .ea wi in  rocal  uactcg i ;una is  suf f ic ient .

A  d i scuss ion  o f  pos i t i ve  samp le  resu l t s  be low  thecontract  requi red quanLi ta t ion f imi t  (CReL) descr ibes repor tedconcen t ra t . i ons  " l ess  than  50  t imes '  t he  cReL  (sec t i on  3 .0 ,page  F -B)  i n  re fe rence  to  a  d i scuss ion  i n  i ppena ix -e .
Appendix  E (page E-9) ,  however ,  l is ts  pos i t i i re  sample resur_ts20  t imes  cReL .  co r recL ,  o r  exp la in ,  t hese  re fe rences  so  tha tt .hey agfree and are correcc.

HERS bel ieves that .  contaminants such as d ieser  andgasol ine which are mixtures of  known components should beevaluated based on the summed incrementa-l- cancer r i_sk orsummed hazard index of  the const i tuent  components.  Risk orhazard f rom dieser  or  gasor ine preseni  in  so i l  a t  parcer  Ashould not  use.  s lope factors or  re ference doses based onmix tu res  (Sec t i on  4 .A ,  pages  F_ t_4  th rough  F_20)  .

considerat ion of  pathways which appear  the major  routesof  exposure . is  appropr ia te in  t r r is  scr l in ing- l .ever- r isk
assessmen t .  (Sec t i on  4 .2 ,  page  F_21) .  nxpos i re  pa thways  suchas  i nha la t i on  o f  vo l -a t i l e i . - i nha ra t i on  o l  so i l / ' dus ts ,
ingest ion of  f in f ish or  shel l f ish 

"na-- i t rgust ion 
of  homegrownvegetables or  f ru i ts  may be requi red in  the base-wide r iska s s e s s m e n t .

A s tatement  that  r isk  and hazard are summed over  the HBLswhich.appear  the most  heal th-protect ive should be added tomake i t  c l -ear  that  considerat ion is  g ive to  addi t ive exposureto  more  than  one  chemica l  (Sec t i on  + ] i ,  page  F_2L) .

The r isk  management  d iscuss ion of  d i f fer ing leveIs  ofi nc remen ta l  r i sk  (Sec t i on  + .2 ,  page  F_22  ana  f , _ I : )  beg inn ingwi th the f i rs t - fu I I  paragraph.on i "g .  p-zz t .hrough t .he end ofthe second fulI paragrap[ on page F-23 should be removed andplaced in  a sect ion a iscuss i . t -g  i t r .er ta in ty  in  r isk  assessmentca l cu la t i ons  _

-  rngest ion-  of .  home-grown vegetables is  not  considered inthe  r i sk  ca l cu la t i ons .  Re fe r . t  I "  t o  a  re la t i ve  abso rp t . i onfac t .o r  (RAF)  fo r  , d ie t "  i s  no t  necessa ry  ( sec t i on  4 .2 ,  page  F_24)  '  The RAF in  th is  case is  meant  to  address the absorpt ion
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f rom soi l  which is  rare ly  the medium of  exposure.Addi t . ional ly ,  yery few o i  r .he ora l  ie ia t ivL i rsorpt ion factors(RAFo) d i f  fer  f  rom r .  o .  r t  would seem more in formaLive t .odeta i l  the speci f ic  instances where RAFo d i f fer ing f rom r .  oare appropr ia te for  use.

HERS recognizes t r ra t  a  correct  model  for  cross routeext raporat ion of  srope factors and reference doses isp resen ted  ( sec t i on  4 . -2 ,  page  F -24 )  .  The  
" t t . *p t - - t - " ro * "rouLe ext . rapolat ion does not-  ga in any incr" r r " 'd  

" . " r r r "y  
overdefault dermar- absorptions where the oral 

"usorpfion 
is

"assumedrr  ra ther  than exper imenta l ly  det .ermined.  The so i ldermal-  s lope factor  for  i ldr in ,  a i " ia i in ,  heptachlor  and
} : l :? :h_ lor .epoxide re ly  on t rassumed, ,  ora l  aUso.pt io '  factors( Ia ' . r -e  E -  t )  The  so i l  de rma l  R fD  fo r  a ld r i n ,  2 - ,4_ ;8 ,
$: : *ur*1,  -endosur- f  

ans,  endr in ,  r t .p l " "h lor ,  heptachror  epoxide,r v r u p A ,  M C p p ,  m e t h o x y c h l o r ,  2 , 4 , 5 _ T  a n d  2  , 4 , 5 _ f - p  r e l y  o n
"assumed ,  o ra l  abso rp t i on  fac to rs  (Tab le  F_g) .

Removal  o f  contaminants in  the s torm dra ins (pA_50)  whichmay not  be requi red based on t .he r isk  and hazard est imates ; ; ;Pa rce l  A  (Sec t . i on  6 .0 ,  pagg  F_32)  may  be  requ i red  a f te rassessment  of  the potent ia l  threat  to  t r re  . . ' " r "g i . ; i  receptorso f  San  F ranc i sco  B ly .

Risk or  hazard ca lcurat ions are not  per formed forcontaminant .s  which appear  to  have suf f ic ient  data.  Thenoncancer  hazard to  adul ts  due to  cadmium at  pA-1g isca lcu lated whi le  the noncancer  hazard to  ch i rdren due t rocadmium is  not  ca lcu lated (Table r_ i i ,  Tabl -e F_15)  .  The samesi tuat j -on regard ing cadmium calcu lat ions is  t . rue for  s i te  pA-
4 L  ( T a b l e  F - 1 8 ) .

Even  us ing  the  10 -a  r i sk  l eve l  f o r  ca rcu la t i on  o f  I IBLs ,which HERS does not agree is 
"pptoprirt",  

r was unabre tova l i da te  t . he  HBL  ca l cu la t i ons  
' ( ran ie  

F_ ro )  w i th in  a  s ing lespreadsheet  y+!h any-  degree of  predic t .ab i l i ty .  s i f *  pA-19 waschosen to va l idate Lrre HeL and ? isk and hazard ca lcurat ionsfor  the res ident ia l  scenar io  (Table f_ iZ l  .  I  was able t .orepl icate the ca lcu lat ion of  a I I  the carc inog. .n- f " " .a  HBLs foradul ts  and ch i rdren.us ing the srope ractors and re la t . iveabsorpt ion '  factors  (Tabr6 F-T)  
"nb 

. rp"sure concentrat i -onl is ted in  Table F-12.  The at tempi  
- io  

repr icate the HBLsca lcu la t i on  based  on  sys temic  tox i l i t y  f o r  t he  res iden t i a lscenar io  was _more_ puzz l ing.  
_Using UoLn t f re  , ,1orrn"  

-ana

"sho r tened"  fo rmu l l e  p ro - r l ded  ( ra6 te  p - to ) ,  r  a r r i ved  a tva l -ues for  many of  the HeLs based on systemic tox ic i ty  ( i .e .noncancer  HBLs)  for  ch i ldren_ exact . ly  a i r  order  of  magni tudelower than those l is ted ( fabIe F_1,2 j .  However ,  the same cel ] -formura which repl icated the systemic tox ic i ty ' r ie i - ro ,
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ch i l d ren  fo r  b i s  (2 -e thy lhexy l )ph tha la te  o f  r_ .23E+03  mg /kgfa i led to  repr icate t r r6  sys lemic tox ic i ty  HBL for  ch i ldren for
!" !r1u9"zy1phtha1are, on1| orr.  

"" i i -- io*.r .  r  arr ived ar.5'538+03 ^g l \g  for  buty lbenzylphtharate,  whi le  Table F-1,2l i s t s  6 '58+04  ng /kg .  i r ru  same ce1 l  f o rmu la . l ga in  accu ra t .e l yrepl icated t .he systemic tox ic i ty  Hel - io .  ch i r -dren ior  chryseneof  9.328+02 mg/kg,  whi le  return ing a systemic tox i - i ty  HBL ofB .4 i -E+02  mg /kg  fo r  f ruo ran thene  i i s te ia  o r  t he  e .aE*og  mg /kgl i s ted  i n  Tab re  F -L2 .  Me ta l s  wh ich  con t r i bu ted  a  s ign i f i can tamount  of  the noncancer  hazard to  ch i ldren exhib i ted t .he samepuzzr ing pat tern.  The same cel I  formula used.  the var idate thesystemic tox ic i ty  HBLs for  organic  compounds for  ch i ldrensuccessfu l ly  rep l icated *" . ry  5f  t lu  systemic tox ic i ty  HBLs formetals '  Some exceptions weie barium ioher" r obtained asystemic tox ic i ty  Her ,  for  ch i ldren of  5 .338+02 mg/kg ascompared wi t .h  4.38+03 ng/kg (Tab1e p_tZ)  ,  z inc where fob ta ined  a  sys temic  tox l c i l y  HBL  i " t  . i r i r d ren  o f  1 , .52 , .+04mg/kg  compared  w i th  2 .3E+04-mg/kg  (Tab te  F_a2) ,  copper  where  Iob ta ined  a  sys temic  tox i c i t y  f rb l - ro i - - . ' i r a r .n  o f  2 .82 , .+03mg/kg compared wi th  3.7E+03 mg/kg ( rab1e F_1_2)  and chromiumwhere  r  ob ta ined  4 .6GE+04  ng / i g  ;o *p " r .a  w i th  6 .1E+04mg lkg ( tab l -e  F -12 ) .  The  ce l l  f 6 rmu l ' a  i " ,  adu l t  sys tem ictox ic i ty  HBLs more successfu l ly  , .p i i . " ted the va lue r is tedwith the sole exception of zinlc whlre r obtained a value of1 .36E+05  mg /kg  compared  w i rh  2 .38+04  *g /Lg  ( faU ie - r  _n l  .

The st.andards and criteria work Group of the car_ifornia
l i "=J!:* l :nl)  

h3" devetoped a l isr of cancer srope facrors inqrr  qLLcrr r r rL  Lo s tandard ize r isk  assessments per formed by thevar ious r isk  assessment  groups ; r thr ;  ;ar lEpA.  FIERSrecommends the use of  Lh;  ca i / rpa tox ic i ty  cr i ter ia  in  l ieu ofthe us EpA criteri-a i-n cases where cal EpA criteria areavai lab le or  carcurat ions based on boih s lope r " " to .= may bepresented '  HERS feels  the ca l /EPA standards and cr i ter j -a  workGroup cancer  potency factors meet  the cr i ter i_a fordes igna t i on  as  po ten t i a l  chemica r l rp " . i t i "  " "pp r i . r b le  o rre levant  and appropr ia te"  (ARAR) . i i i . . i " ,  6rs  def ined in  thecomprehensive Environmental nespon-e, 
-co*p.rrsation 

andLiabi l i tv  Act  (CERCLA) .  r l :=  r ; i ;$ ;erat ion is  rasea in  parrot r  Y.s .  _EPA pol ic ies descr ibed in  t i re  guidance a"""* . r r tent i t led ' 'cERcLA compl iance wi th  other  Laws Manual , ,  (EpA540 /G-89 /006 )  -  The  f t os t  cu r ren t  se t  o f  cance r  po tency  fac to rsis  publ ished in  a memorandum dated , :une ,  Igg2.

Concl-usions

T h e  t o t a l  H e a l t h _ b a s e d
reca lcu la ted  based on  a  l_0-6
appear  to  be  incons is tenc ies
b e  c o r r e c t e d  o r  c l a r i f i e d .

Levels  (HeLs)  should be
incrementa l  cancer  r isk .  What
in  the hazard ca lcu lat ions shoul_d

A  s imp le  s i t e -by -s i t e  t abu la r
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p resen ta t i on  shou ld  be  made  o f :

1 .  The to ta l  r isk  and. /or  hazard pr ior  to  any in ter imremed ia l  remova l  e f fo r t s ;  
'

2 .  The t .o ta l  r isk  and/or  hazard af ter  any completed in ter imremedia l  removal  e f for ts , .  and,
3 '  The r isk  and/or  hazard due to  , ,background, ,  so i - Iconcentrat . i_ons,  that  is ,  those unin i tue" . .a-U'  Navyac t i v i t i es  a t  Hun te rs  po in t .

are meant to be constructive and we hope
we can be of  fur ther  ass isLance,  p l_ea 'se

25s -2043 (or  .  po l is in i  )  or  the gen 'e; ; i -  
-

Af fa i rs  r .e lephone number of  tg ie  I  z is_

These comments
t h e y  a r e  u s e f u l .  I f
con tac t  us  a t  (91_G)
O f f i c e  o f  S c i e n t i f i c
2 0 0 7  .

Sec t i on

-
A I I

Human

%blfiA,,
G.  M ichae l  Schur i r ,  ph .  D .
St .a f f  Tox ico logis t
Human and Ecological Rj_sk

M .  P o l i s i n i ,  p h . D .
Toxico logis t
and Ecologj_ca1 Risk

Sec t i on

Rev iewed by :

cc  :  M ichae l  , f  .  Wade,  Sen ior  Tox ico log is t  ,  HERS
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Q-,"1-subject 
3:.**1.^:t-."^ltl: tnspecuolttffitrfffivar station Treasure rsland,Hunters Point Annex, San Francisco, Catifornia, y"ty eO, fSfS

o

Dear Mr. Shabahari:

The staff of the san Francisco Bay Regional water 9."urity control Board (SFRWQCB)have reviewed the above document reciived in our ofr.. 
"t]tt 

t-o; {2i1. The followingcomments should be considered. Additional comments wiri ut forthcoming when theremainer of the data is made available.

1' This version of the document does not include the results of the additional field
Y9*.t"qttested by the SFRWQCB to resolve the questio"r oiir,. edstence of adrinking water aquifer on the .|pland portion of 

'Parcel 
A, its relationship to anearby but off-site aquifer,,and $e extent of pesticide contamination in soils. Thedata are necessary tb resolve jh5se questioirs before ilJ 

"pproval 
of the SiteInspection (SI) report for parcel A majr be obtained.

2' The document does not address the concerns of the sFRWeCB about the potentialgroundwater pathway on the lowlald- poruon of par&l R. The Navy hasproposed to address this issue from a risk'management perspective uy proposingland use restrictions.(no residential use) on th"e lowlaitari"rti"ns of parcel A.Because no.soil 
l9d"sl were taken nor monitoring wells constructed in thelowland portion of Parcil Au little is known about tl-: gio,rr,awater hydrology, andthere is little information to evaluate wheth.. th. fill under this portion of the siteis more or less contaminated than the surou"di"; p";.J.'i"t"aaiA;;;th=r; i;insutficient information to determine if contami"n"t"a $o,r.,Jwater could bemoving from other Parcels onto Parcel A. while the sFRWqca ao., not want toimpede reuse of this portion of Parcel A, iti; important tJ"Jal.* ih"r;'il;;quality concerns.

3' The document does.not adequately address radiologrc concerns. Radiologic dataand other apprgqriate documtntation for buildings ii parcel A should be includedso that the public has all of the necessary inlormation under one cover. Ifne.cessary, text from other documents stroUa be included so that the entire"picfure" of Parcel A is presented. .Specific comments on radiologic issues from theDeparhnent of Health services wiu ue sent unoer separate cover.



4.

5.

6.

The report of sewage "observed florring in the storm drain north of pA50SW1z,,(p'%)' because it originated from 
".b1t&G 

il p;;; A, must be addressed withinthe context of Parcel Au not relegated to p"arcel n al rome time in the future.
Information gathered by an investigation field team, e;g",-areport of raw sewagedischarge, or observations of leakor spllls of chemicals or petroleurn, shouldevoke an immediate report to the Basetom;"il;, s9 $at proper emergencyresponse action can be taken to correct tt. ,.porilJ rncrdent.

The cleanup goal of 100ppm T?Hd was not,,recommended,,b-y the sFRwecB (p.55)' The cleanun goal roi rpua is zero (or non-deiect) in ,oir, urrJ ,ediment (10PPm)' unless tne aiicnatgut ;;demonsnate that higher levels of contaminant willnot pose a threat to water quarity. usine lft;rshaKs ;o.rig;t.a LevelMethodology", (a TBC) the folofong approach"was used to develo! a proposedscreening Ievel forprotection of watei iuality g;;;"; il;;;;t"ri, *ra o'the lowlands of Farcer A. *." t:1il;g";;r;;ptions were rnade: a. anenvironmental attenuation factor of 10 for rili""a Jay soils with less than 10 feetto groundwater, b. a leachabilitv factor of 10 foiorganic constifuents, c. anassumed averase LC50 toxicitv to aquatic 9lg""irtnr in-water or r^sFppm (fromFinal vegetatioi rvranag.me"ii" tn. boastal pi,,i"lpi.a.;;i#;;i.:r, vorumetr, u's.D.A., Forest s:*-._.rrvlanagement Bulretin Rg-MB- 23, Jiiuary 1989, Table6-15; todcity to diesel was assumed to be similar t" t"raaI? il'r".ri i. a l'_foldprotection factor to address the relatio"rhiil;;;.i u.,rt" effects (LC*) and theno-effects level (NoEL) (this factor tnuy 
".tu.lly 

underestimate tnr*iutionship).using the above assumptions, the maximum .o.,i.r,t ution of rpHd that would notexceed the Total Designated Level 
{* Tpfi.};-p;".tion of tt, *"t", qualitygoal (no acute toxicitylwould be approdmatery (rlas ppm,x 0.1 x 10 x 10 =) 1g.sppm (wet weight)' An alternative io this appr6r:h;i" perform leachate tests onthe soil and measure the amount of contaniiant released into the leachate and itstoxicity to ecologically relevant organisms.

Please direct your questions to me at (510) 2564n2,.

Barbara M. Smith, fir.O.
Remedial Project Manager

efellars


